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Executive Summary
Family Team Meeting (FTM) QA
Review Period: November 2010 — January 2011

This document presents the findings from Familyri@deeting (FTM) QA reviews completed
throughout the State during the months of NovenaberDecember 2010 and January 2011. The
Nebraska Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) tedemtified the FTM QA review as an important
activity for assessing the performance of eachierrea and the State as a whole with regard to
achieving positive outcomes for children and tliemilies.

Background Information

A Family Team Meeting (FTM) QA tool was developgdtbe Nebraska CQI team in the fall of 2009.
The FTM tool is sectioned into four categoriestems which include (1) Facilitator preparation, (2)
Team membership and attendance, (3) Team membmvament, and (4) Facilitator effectiveness.
There are several indicators under each of thagdtims. A five point likert scale is used toerat
each item based on the responses to each of tivatoi under the item. The five point likert scale
ranges from 0-4 where: O=none of the indicatorgtite item and 4=all of the indicators for thisnite
This methodology will allow us to perform a highevel of analysis of the data collected from the
reviews.

The data collection for this project was pulleddamly from active cases by the individual child’s
name. A target of 120 Family Team Meetings (FTM¥w&nned to be observed throughout the State
each quarter, starting in April 2010. The numiderases to be reviewed per Service Area was
determined based on the proportion of youth sepeedervice Area. The total youth population is
dispersed across the State as follows: Central Ni%&hern 10%; Western 10%; Eastern 40% and
Southeast 30%. The number of cases that were revimved each quarter was 12 each from Central,
Northern and Western, 48 from Eastern and 36 froott&ast Service Area.

Due to several factors that led to meeting canttefia, the total number of cases that were reviewed
during this period was less than expected in sdntleeoService Areas. The actual numbers of reviews
completed per Service Area during this period wafobows: Central-11; Northern -9; Eastern-45;
Southeast-35; and Western-12. The review took @#tee consent and approval was received from
the family to allow a QA reviewer to observe theMETPlease note that while consent was obtained
from families to complete a review of 125 FTM’sahghout the State, only 112 FTM QA’s were
counted as part of this report. Thirteen (13) efHTM QA’s were not completed due to the following
reasons: Reviewer was unable to make it to theingegt); family refused to participate in QA review
at the last minute (1); meeting was cancelled kySarvice Coordinator (1), meeting was cancelled by
the family (5), or meeting was cancelled due tdement weather (2).

A conference call between the QA reviewer and tketing facilitator(s), Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) CFS Specialist and/or Coturaervice Coordinator, and their
supervisor(s) took place in the days following BIeM. The QA reviewer discussed the results of the
review, answered questions and provided feedbathetmeeting facilitator(s) and their supervisar(s)
In the previous reporting period, a decision waslena only count the FTM QA’s in which both
facilitators, DHHS CFS Specialist and Contractonvi®e Coordinator, were present for the meeting.
Due to changes in roles and responsibilities ferDiMHS CFS Specialists and the Contractor Service
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Coordinators, an FTM QA was counted as part oféipert during the current review period if at least
one of the meeting facilitators was present forrtieting.

Summary of Findings

Data from the QA reviews during this period indec#ite following:

Item 1 (Facilitator Preparatior) All of the indicators for this item were evidént62% (70 out of
112) of the reviews. The following indicator hdum thighest rating\Was the facilitator prepared
for the Family Team Meeting” (108 out of 112; 96%). The indicator with the |@veating was
“At the beginning of the meeting, the facilitator explained the purpose and goals of the
current Family Team Meeting” (80 out of 112; 71%).

* Item 2 (Team Membership & Attendancepll of the indicators for this item were evident10%
(11 out of 112) of the reviews. The following indtors had the highest rating€hild is a team
member and present at the meeting(58 out of 71; 82%) antMother is a team member and
present at the meeting”(80 out of 99; 81%). The two indicators with tlegvest ratings were
“Father was a team member and present at the meetyi (24 out of 88; 27%) antA key
natural/informal support for the family is a team member and present”(28 out of 112; 25%).

* Item 3 (Team Member Involvement)All of the indicators for this item were evident10% (11
out of 112) of the reviews. The following indicegdhad the highest rating$as the child
actively involved in the Family Team Meeting”(59 out of 71; 83%) antiWas the mother
actively involved in the Family Team Meeting”(81 out of 99; 82%). The two indicators with the
lowest ratings wer8Was the father actively involved in the Family Tean Meeting” (24 out of
88; 27%) andWas the key natural/informal support for the famil y actively involved in the
Family Team Meeting” (27 out of 112; 24%).

» Item 4 (Facilitator Effectiveness)All of the indicators for this item were evident56% (63 out of
112) of the reviews. The following indicator he thighest ratind:Did the facilitator
demonstrate a respect for the family’s values, balfs, and traditions” (110 out of 112; 98%) and
the indicator with the lowest rating wddid the facilitator effectively assist the familyin
identifying and/or reviewing informal supports to help execute identified strategies{76 out of
112; 68%).

Note: Figuresdisplayed in thetables and chartswithin the report may not total 100 percent dueto
rounding.
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REVIEW FINDINGS
(Statewide)
The findings in this repomwere derived from QA reviews 90 Family TeanMeetings (FTM)

throughout the te during the months November and December 20a0d January 20.. Review
results per Service Area can be found in the taditkashecto this report.

Family Team Meeting QA

Reviews Completed Per Service Area
in November 2010, December 2010, and January 2011

n=112
Central, 11,
Western, 10%
12, 11% [

I Eastern, 45,
T | 40%
Southeast,! - T*
35, 31%
Northern, 9,
8%
G b

General Information:

« Theaverage number of meetiattendeesvas 5.

* Length of Meeting:
0 Lessthanl1lhour =70% (78 of 112)

0 1tol%hours =29% (32 of 112)
o0 2 hours =2% (20f112)
o Over 2 hours =0% (0of112)

* Location of the Meeting:

0 Inthe Family Home =29% (33 of 90)
o0 Not in the Family Homg =71% (79 of 90)
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ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

content at the end of the meeting, including neps
timeframes and responsibilities?

Indicator % #Yes Total
Applicable

A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faaior explain the | 719% 8C 112
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mge
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family relleeting” 96% 10€ 112
C.) Did the #cilitator have needed documents and materials | 87% 71 82*
to the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedfing 899% 10C 112*

*The total number applicable may besk than 11 for indicators Cand D due to NA responses for tt indicators.
-Reviewers would have rated indicatoa€ not applicable ithegoals or agenda for the meeting did not demand

supporting documents.

-Reviewers would have rated indicator D as not agtile if the meting was the final Family Team Meeting for |

Family.

ITEM SCORE

n=112
Fewer than
None of the half of the
indicators indicators

Were evident,
3, 3%

were evident,
4, 4%

_. >
All of the
indicators

were evident,

70, 62%

/
_l;‘

=
~More than

Item Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 1 - Facilitator Preparation

Half of the
indicators
were evident,

/ 5. 4%

half of the
indicators
were evident,
30, 27%
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ltem #2: Team Membership & Attendance

Indicator % #Yes Total
Applicable

A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingg: 81% 8C 99*
B.) Father is a team member and present at themge 27% 24 88*
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngg: 82% 58 71*
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team memb« | 2504 28 112
and present.
E.) Key out-ofhome providers are team members and are pre | 76% 5¢ 78*

*The total number applicablmay be less than 1 for indicators A, B, C & E due to NAsponses for these indicatc
-Reviewers would have rated indicators A & B asapplicable if any of the following scenarios apgli® the cast

a. Mother/father'srights have been terminated or relinched.

b. The whereabouts of the mother/father was unknonah tlze facilitator relays information that demoragtrs

concerted efforts to locate the mother.

c. The mother/fathawas not involved in the child’s life or in case pféng in any way despite agerefforts to involve

the mother/fatheras relayed by the facilitatc

d. The mother/father is deceased.

e. The mother/fathevas incarcerated and in solitary confinement fatag/s prior to the Family Team Meeti
-Reviewers would have rated indicatoa€ not applicable i

» The child was younger than age 9 or not developatigrappropriate to participate in case planni
-Reviewers would have rated indicatoak not applicable i

e The child was not in out of home ca
ITEM SCORE

-~
Item Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 2 - Team Membership & Attendance
n=112
None of the
All of the indicators
indicators were evident, Fewer than
were evident 1, 1% half of the
11, 10% : indicators
: were evident,
30, 27%
More than
hil]f oftthe Half of the
eresgidont indicators
' were evident,
45, 40% o5
~ J
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ltem #3: Team Member Involvemen

Indicator % #Yes Total
Applicable

A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Familgam Meeting’ | 82% 81 9O*
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familgam Meeting’ | 27% 24 88*
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting’ 83% 590 71*
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theifig actively 24% 27 112
involved in the Family Team Meetin
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively ivaal in the tean | 81% 63 78*
meeting?

*The total number applicablmay be less than 1:for indicators A, B, C & E due to NA responsestfase indicators,
Reviewers would have rated indicators A & B asapgilicable if any of the following scenarios apgdli® the cast
a. Mother/father'srights have been terminated or relinched.
b. The whereabouts of the mother/father was unknown tleedacilitator relays information that demonsta
concerted efforts to locate the mother.
c. The mother/fathawas not involved in the child’s life or in case pféng in any way despite agerefforts to involve
the mother/fatheras relayed by the facilitatc
d. The mother/father is deceased.
e. The mother/fathevas incarcerated and in solitary confinement fatag/s prior to the Family Team Meeti
Reviewers would have rated indicatoa€ not aplicable if:
» The child was younger than age 9 or not developatigrappropriate to participate in case planni
Reviewers would have rated indicatoa& not applicable i
*  The child was not in out of home ca

ITEM SCORE

ltem Score: # of Indicators evident for
Item 3 - Team Member Involvement

n=112
None of the
indicators were evident, LR
were evident, 1, 1% :
11 10% wer2e e\2/|dent,
H 7, 4%
More than
half of the
indicators
were evident,
27, 24% Half of the
indicators
were evident,
46, 41%

4

Statewide Report p.7



Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator

%

#Yes

Total
Applicable

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdis¢ team members
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomieattare directly relate
to safety threats and/or Youth Level of ServiceKManagement
Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if the permanen®yeative is nc
longer reunification or family preservation, whishtcomes that at
directly related to achieving the permanency olbjec

87%

97

112

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgist team member i
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs tratdirectly related t
outcomes?

94%

10¢

112

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate stratedieat are directly relate
to the identified needs?

93%

104

112

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgist team members
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identifie:
strategies?

81%

91

112

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/oi
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideadifstrategies

68%

76

112

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect far family's values
beliefs, and traditions?

98%

11C

112

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and elici
underlying interests, needs, and motivations ahtegembers’

86%

32

37*

*The total number applicablmay be less than 1for indicator G due to NA responses for this indicator. Reviswgsuld have

rated this indicator agot applicable if there was | conflict or disagreement during the

ITEM SCORE

meeting.

were evident,
0, 0%

6, 6%

All of the

indicators

were evident,
63, 56%

Iltem Score: # of Indicators evident for
Iltem 4: Facilitator Effectiveness

n=112
Fewer than
half of the
None of the indicators Half of the
indicators were evident, indicators

were evident,

7, 6%

More than
half of the
indicators

were evident,
36, 32%

4
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Family Team Meeting QA

Review Period: November 2010 - January 2011

Results by:
Service Area

Note: Results for ESA are reported for the entire Service Area and by
DHHS and each Contractor (KVC and NFC).



ITEMS 2 & 3 ITEM 1

ITEM 4

NOTES:

*The total number applicable for indicators C anduDder item 1 may be less than the tdal
number applicable for the other indicators undestitem due to NA responses for these
indicators. Reviewerswould have rated indicator C as not applicableif the goals or
agenda for the meeting did not demand any supporting documents.

Reviewers would have rated indicator D as not applicable if the meeting was the final
Family Team Mesting for the family.

*The total number applicable for indicators A, B&E under items 2 and 3 may be less
than the total number applicable for the other sators under these items due to NA
responses for these indicators.

Reviewerswould have rated indicators A & B as not applicableif any of the following
scenarios applied to the case:

a. Mother/father’s rights have been terminated @rrquished.

b. The whereabouts of the mother/father was unknanchthe facilitator relays informatioh
that demonstrates concerted efforts to locate tb#her/father.

c. The mother/father was not involved in the ckilde or in case planning in any way
despite agency efforts to involve the mother/fatagrelayed by the facilitator.

d. The mother/father is deceased.

e. The mother/father was incarcerated and in spfit;onfinement for 7 days prior to the
Family Team Meeting.

Reviewers would have rated indicator C as not applicable if:
» The child was younger than age 9 or not developally appropriate to participate in
case planning.

Reviewers would have rated indicator E as not applicable if:
* The child was not in out of home care.

*The total number applicable for indicator G und&m 4 may be less than the total nu
applicable for the other indicators under this itelme to NA responses for this indicator.
Reviewers would have rated indicator G as not applicable if there was no conflict or
disagreement during the meeting.




CSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Central Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 11
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 0
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average | Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Serviaoinator and/of 6 11 64
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ng00% 11 11
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hoyr 739% 8 11
1 and half hour$ 279 3 11
2 hours| (9% 0 11
Over 2 hours (% 0 11
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ (9%, 0 11
Not in the Family Home 100% 11 11

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 64% 7 11
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mge@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family melleeting? 100% 11 11
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aattnals priorto | 739% 8 11
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedting content atf 919% 10 11

the end of the meeting, including next steps, trameks and
responsibilities?

Item #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
9% 1 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
27% 3 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
55% 6 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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CSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

em # e embe p & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 70% 7 10
B.) Father is a team member and present at thengeet 25% 2 8
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeeti 100% 8 8
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd 9%, 1 11
present.

E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 86% 6 7

meeting?

% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

0% 0 11 [0 =None of the indicators were evident

36% 4 11 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

45% 5 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Familyam Meeting? 70% 7 10
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Famiklyam Meeting? 25% 2 8
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 100% 8 8
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theiig actively 9% 1 11
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imaal in the team 86% 6 7

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
36% 4 11 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
27% 3 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
27% 3 11 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
9% 1 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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CSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Iltem #4: Faclilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgis¢ team membersin | 8204 ¢) 11
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 91% 10 11
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team membersin | 9109 10 11
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin | 100% 11 11
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 27% 3 11
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 11 11
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and | 100% 4 4

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Item #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 11 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 1 11 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 11 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
64% 7 11 [3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
27% 3 11 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-ALL (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Eastern Service Area (ALL)

Total # of Planned Reviews 53
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 8
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Serviooinator and/of 5§ 45 234
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ndg3%, 24 45
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hodr 80% 36 45
1 and half hours 189% 8 45
2 hours| 204 1 45
Over 2 hours (9% 0 45
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 36% 16 45

D

Not in the Family Homg 64% 29 45

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 69% 31 45
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felsleeting? 93% 42 45
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to 849% 27 32
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedfing content atf 9394 42 45

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

4% 2 45 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 45 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
7% 3 45 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
27% 12 45 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
62% 28 45 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-ALL (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 78% 29 37
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 18% 6 34
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 77% 20 26
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd2994, 13 45
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 70% 26 37
am ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
295 1 45 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
31% 14 45 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
2204 10 45 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 15 45 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
11% 5 45 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 78% 29 37
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 18% 6 34
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 81% 21 26
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theiig actively 29% 13 45
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 76% 28 37
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
204 1 45 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
27% 12 45 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
47% 21 45 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
13% 6 45 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
11% 5 45 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-ALL (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgts¢ team members in | 8494 38 45
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 96% 43 45
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 96% 43 45
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis# team membersin | 76% 34 45
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 719% 32 45
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 08% 44 45
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflictand | 829% 9 11

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 45 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

4% 2 45 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
7% 3 45 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 15 45 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
56% 25 45 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-HHS (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

Eastern Service Area (HHS)

Total # of Planned Reviews 3
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 # Cancelled 0
Note: FTM Reviewsfor HHS Cases began in January 2011
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofinator and/o 4 3 12
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|n@7% 2 3
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hoyr 339% 1 3
1 and half hours 67% 2 3
2 hours| (0% 0 3
Over 2 hours (9% 0 3
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ (% 0 3
Not in the Family Homg 100% 3 3
ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 67% 2 3
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felsleeting? 100%
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatmals priorto | 100%
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teane@ing content atf 100% 3 3
the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?
Item #1 Score
% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident
0% 0 3 0 = None of the indicators were evident
0% 0 3 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 3 2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 1 3 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
67% 2 3 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-HHS (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 100% 1 1
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 0% 0 1
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 100% 1 1
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd Q% 0 3
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 67% 2 3
am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 3 0 = None of the indicators were evident

33% 1 3 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

33% 1 3 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

33% 1 3 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 3 4 = All of the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 100% 1 1
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 0% 0 1
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 100% 1 1
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 0% 0 3
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 100% 3 3
meeting?
Am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 3 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 3 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

67% 2 3 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

33% 1 3 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 3 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-HHS (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgis¢ team members in | 100% 3 3
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdist team member in | 100% 3 3
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 100% 3 3
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asshs team members in | 100% 3 3
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 100% 3 3
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 3 3
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeradtconflict and NA NA NA

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 3 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 3 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 3 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

0% 0 3 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
100% 3 3 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-KVC (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Eastern Service Area (KVC)

Total # of Planned Reviews 28
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 3
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Serviooinator and/of 5§ 25 124
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ngg8% 17 25
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hour 849% 21 25
1 and half hours 129 3 25
2 hours| 49 1 25
Over 2 hours (9% 0 25
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 40% 10 25
Not in the Family Homg 60% 15 25

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeator explain the 68% 17 25
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felsleeting? 02% 23 25
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatnals priorto | 799% 15 19
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedling content aff 929%, 23 25

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

8% 2 25 [0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 25 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
8% 2 25 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
20% 5 25 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
64% 16 25 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-KVC (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

em # ea empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 74% 17 23
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 13% 3 23
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 79% 11 14
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd329%, 8 25
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 74% 14 19
am ore
9% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

0% 0 25 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

40% 10 25 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

24%, 6 25 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

32% 8 25 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

4% 1 25 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 74% 17 23
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Familyam Meeting? 13% 3 23
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 79% 11 14
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 32% 8 25
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively ivaal in the team 74% 14 19
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 25 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

40% 10 25 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

44% 11 25 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

12% 3 25 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

4% 1 25 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-KVC (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts¢ team members in | 8804 22 25
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 020% 23 25
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 96% 24 25
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin | 72% 18 25
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 689% 17 25
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 25 25
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and | 839% 5 6

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 25 [0 = None of the indicators were evident

4% 1 25 |1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
12% 3 25 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
32% 8 25 [3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
52% 13 25 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Service Area Results p.14



ESA-NFC (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

Eastern Service Area (NFC)

Total # of Planned Reviews 22
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 5
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofdinator and/of 6 17 98
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ng290%; 5 17
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hoyr 829 14 17
1 and half hours 189% 3 17
2 hours| (0% 0 17
Over 2 hours (9% 0 17
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 3504 6 17
Not in the Family Homg 65% 11 17
ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 71% 12 17
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felsleeting? 94% 16 17
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to 90% 9 10
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedfing content atf 949, 16 17

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 17 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 17 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
6% 1 17 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
35% 6 17 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
59% 10 17 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-NFC (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

em # ea empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingget 85% 11 13
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 30% 3 10
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 73% 8 11
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd2994, 5 17
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 67% 10 15
am ore
% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident

6% 1 17 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

18% 3 17 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

18% 3 17 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

35% 6 17 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

24% 4 17 |4 = Allof the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 859 11 13
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 30% 3 10
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 82% 9 11
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 290 5 17
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 73% 11 15
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

6% 1 17 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

12% 2 17 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

47% 8 17 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

12% 2 17 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident

24% 4 17 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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ESA-NFC (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts¢ team members in | 76% 13 17
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 100% 17 17
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members in | 949 16 17
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis# team membersin | 76% 13 17
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 71% 12 17
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 949% 16 17
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflictand | 80% 4 5

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 17 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

6% 1 17 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 17 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
41% 7 17 |3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
53% 9 17 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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NSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Northern Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 12
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 3
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servioofdinator and/of 6 9 51
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ng:00% 9 9
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hodr 899% 8 9
1 and half hours 11% 1 9
2 hours| Q% 0 9
Over 2 hours (9% 0 9
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Homé¢ 3304 3 9

D

Not in the Family Homg 67% 6 9

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeator explain the 78% 7 9
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family ekleeting? 100% 9 9
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatnals prior to | 100% 7 7
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teanedling content aj 100% 9 9

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraés and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 9 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 9 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 9 2 = Half of the indicators were evident
22% 2 9 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
78% 7 9 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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NSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 839 5 6
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 60% 3 5
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 100% 8 8
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member and339%, 3 o)
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 86% 6 7
am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 9 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 9 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

11% 1 9 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

44% 4 9 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

22% 2 9 4 = All of the indicators were evident

ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 839 5 6
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 60% 3 5
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 100% 8 8
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 33% 3 9
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 86% 6 7
meeting?
Am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 9 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 9 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

33% 3 9 2 = Half of the indicators were evident

44% 4 9 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

2204 2 9 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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NSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Iltem #4: Faclilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgts¢ team members in | 100% ¢) ¢
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asdist team memberin | 100% 9 9
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team membersin | 100% 9 9
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assts team members in | 100% 9 9
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 899% 8 9
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 9 9
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeredtconflict and | 100% 4 4

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 9 0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 9 1 = Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 9 2 = Half of the indicators were evident
11% 1 9 3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
89% 8 9 4 = All of the indicators were evident
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SESA (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

Southeast Service Area

Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011

Total # of Planned Reviews 37

# Cancelled

2

Number of Meeting Attendees: Average| Entered| Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servie®@inator and/of 5 35 181
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|nd26% 9 35
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hour 63% 22 35
1 and half hour$ 3494 12 35
2 hours| 3% 1 35
Over 2 hourg (0% 0 35
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 379 13 35
Not in the Family Home 639 22 35

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

the end of the meeting, including next steps, tramaks and
responsibilities?

Iltem #1 Score

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faator explain the 77% 27 35
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mge@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family Telleeting? 97% 34 35
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aattrals prior to 96% 23 24
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teaneding content atf 77% 27 35

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

3% 1 35 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 3 35 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
3% 1 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
20% 7 35 (3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
66% 23 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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SESA (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

em # ea eMmDpDe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 79% 27 34
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 30% 9 30
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 83% 19 23
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member apd17% 6 35
present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersaaagresent. 79% 15 19
am ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 35 [0 = None of the indicators were evident

26% 9 35 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

31% 11 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

40% 14 35 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

3% 1 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident

Item #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? 82% 28 34
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 30% 9 30
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 83% 19 23
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 14% 5 35
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 84% 16 19
meeting?
am H ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 35 [0 =None of the indicators were evident

26% 9 35 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident

43% 15 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident

29%, 10 35 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident

3% 1 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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SESA (Nov 2010-Jan2011)

Iltem #4: Facilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgis¢ team membersin | 8309 29 35
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team member in 89% 31 35
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #ratdirectly related
to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team membersin | 86% 30 35
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assis team membersin | 80% 28 35
identifying appropriate functional strengths toghekecute identified
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying and/or| 69% 24 35
reviewing informal supports to help execute ideedifstrategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 97% 34 35
beliefs, and traditions

G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeradtconflict and 79% 11 14

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatioheeam members?

Iltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 35 [0 = None of the indicators were evident

9% 3 35 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
11% 4 35 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
26% 9 35 (3 =More than half of the indicators were evident
54% 19 35 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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WSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Western Service Area

Total # of Planned Reviews 12
Report Period: November 2010 - January 2011 0
# Cancelled
Number of Meeting Attendees: Average | Entered Total Applic
* All attendees including CFS Specialist, Servio®finator and/of 6 12 76
meeting facilitator
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
CFS Specialist was Present at the Meet|ng929% 11 12
Length of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
Less than 1 hour 339% 4 12
1 and half hour$ 67% 8 12
2 hours] (0% 0 12
Over 2 hours (% 0 12
Location of Meeting: % #Yes | Total Applic
In the Family Hom¢ 894 1 12

D

Not in the Family Homg 9204 11 12

ITEM #1: Facilitator Preparation

Indicator % | #Yes | Total Applic
A.) At the beginning of the meeting, did the faeilor explain the 67% 8 12
purpose and goals of the current Family Team Mg@tin
B.) Was the facilitator prepared for the Family felleeting? 100% 12 12
C.) Did the Facilitator have needed documents aatrals prior to| 750 6 8
the meeting?
D.) Did the facilitator summarize the Family Teaned&ting content{ 100% 12 12

the end of the meeting, including next steps, traraes and
responsibilities?

ltem #1 Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 12 |0 =None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
50% 6 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
50% 6 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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WSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

em # 2a empe D & Attendance
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Mother is a team member and present at theingeet 100% 12 12
B.) Father is a team member and present at thangeet 36% 4 11
C.) Child is a team member and present at the ngeti 50% 3 6
D.) A key natural/informal support for the family & team member| 42% 5 12
and present.
E.) Key out-of-home providers are team membersagiagresent. 75% 6 8
am A ore
% Yes Total # of I ndicators Evident
0% 0 12 |0 =None of the indicators were evident
25% 3 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
17% 2 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
42% 5 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
17% 2 12 |4 = Allof the indicators were evident
ltem #3: Team Member Involvement
Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic
A.) Was the mother actively involved in the Famiilgam Meeting? | 100% 12 12
B.) Was the father actively involved in the Faniilgam Meeting? 36% 4 11
C.) Was the child actively involved in the Familgdm Meeting? 50% 3 6
D.) Was the key natural/informal support for theily actively 42% 5 12
involved in the Family Team Meeting?
E.) Was the key out of home provider actively imeal in the team 8894 7 8
meeting?
Am A ore
% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident
0% 0 12 |0 = None of the indicators were evident
17% 2 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
33% 4 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 4 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
17% 2 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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WSA (Nov 2010-Jan 2011)

Iltem #4: Faclilitator Effectiveness

Indicator % #Yes | Total Applic

A.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgise team members in 100% 12 12
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate outcomfesttare directly
related to safety threats and/or Youth Level oivge/Case
Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) elements OR if tlegrpanency
objective is no longer reunification or family peegation, with
outcomes that are directly related to achievingogr@nanency
objective.

B.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asgist team memberin| 100% 12 12
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate needs #dratdirectly
related to outcomes?

C.) Was the facilitator able to effectively assist team members il 100% 12 12
identifying and/or reviewing appropriate strategtest are directly
related to the identified needs?

D.) Was the facilitator able to effectively asshs team members ir]  759% 9 12
identifying appropriate functional strengths tophekecute identifieq
strategies?

E.) Did the facilitator effectively assist the fdynin identifying 75% 9 12
and/or reviewing informal supports to help exeddestified
strategies?

F.) Did the facilitator demonstrate a respect figr tamily's values, 100% 12 12
beliefs, and traditions
G.) Was the facilitator able to manage disagreeraedtconflict and| 100% 4 4

elicit underlying interests, needs, and motivatiohieam members?

ltem #4: Score

% Yes Total # of Indicators Evident

0% 0 12 |0 = None of the indicators were evident

0% 0 12 |1 =Fewer than half of the indicators were evident
0% 0 12 |2 = Half of the indicators were evident
33% 4 12 |3 = More than half of the indicators were evident
67% 8 12 |4 = All of the indicators were evident
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